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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

1 . The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 1 02 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1 ) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21 (2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

2. Claims 1-6, 10; 11-12, 15, 21-23; 29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as 
being anticipated by Watkins (US 6,631,418). 

3. As per claim 1 . Watkins teaches an ultra-thin client network system [FIG. 1], 
comprising: 

a processing center [FIGs. 2, 3, 5], including: 

a processor [204, FIG. 2; col. 6, lines 16-19]; 

a data bus in data communication with the processor [FIG. 2 and FIG. 5]; 

a concurrency device [524, 528, 532-1 to 532-n, FIG. 5], operatively 
coupled to the data bus, wherein the concurrency device enables sharing of the 
processor between a plurality of clients running separate applications on the 
processor [col. 9, lines 34-45; col. 6, lines 16-19]; 

a wireless data connection [a wireless data connection that is necessary 
for communication with channel 116 represented by a parabolic antenna, FIG. 1], 
operatively coupled to the concurrency device [FIG. 5]; and 
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a plurality of ultra-thin clients [102, FIG. 1 ; col. 8, lines 51-53; col. 9, lines 46-49], 
each further comprising a communication device including a wireless data connection 
[116, FIG. 1], whereby each of the ultra-thin clients can be in data communication with 
the concurrency device [col. 9, lines 34-45; col. 6, lines 16-19], and can be located in 
relation to the processing center without cabling [through channel 116, FIG. 1], and can 
share in a processing capability of the processing center while running a separate 
application on the processor [col. 6, lines 16-19]. 

Watkins (US 6.631 .418) teaches a high bandwidth network channel 116. 
represented bv a parabolic antenna fcol. 3. lines 60-631. the high bandwidth channel 
preferably having a capacity of more than 10 Mb/s [col. 4. lines 3-51. and transmission 
from the multimedia terminal 102 being satisfied with a lower capacity channel [col. 4. 
lines 5-81. 

Watkins (US 6.009.470) teaches a high bandwidth network channel represented 
bv a parabolic antenna [204. FIG. 21. the high bandwidth channel preferably having a 
capacity of more than 10 Mb/s. transmission from the multimedia terminal f202. FIG. 21 
being satisfied with a lower capacity channel, the high bandwidth channel being satellite 
transmission links and the high bandwidth channel may be designed to provide for a low 
bandwidth user signal transmission to the server [114. FIG. 21. 

As Watkins is the inventor in both US 6.631.418 and US 6.009.740. and as there 
are similarities between FIG. 2 of US 6.009.740 and FIG. 1 of US 6.631.418. US 
6.009.740 is deemed to provide evidence for the parabolic antenna on US 6.631 .418 to 
have a two-way wireless data communication (i.e. a two-way satellite transmission link) 
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between the concurrency device (i.e. server 112, FIG. 1) and an ultra-thin client device 
(multimedia terminal 102. FIG. 1) disclosed in Watkins (US 6.631.418). 

4. As per claims 2-6. 10 . Watkins teaches at least one of the ultra-thin clients 
comprises at least one keyboard [104, FIG. 1] and at least one monitor [106, FIG. 1] 
operatively connected to the communication device of the uitra-thin client [102, FIG. 1]; 
whereby the ultra-thin client can comprise an I/O interface between a user and the 
processing center [FIG. 1]; 

the system further comprising a pointing device [104, FIG. 4], a printer [418, FIG. 
4], an audio reproduction device [428, FIG. 4], a joystick and an image capture device 
[col. 3, lines 64-67]; the system being configured for home use or office use [col. 9, lines 
49-53]; 

the processing center comprising a computer, the computer comprising a PC 
[112, FIG. 1; col. 7, lines 20-24]. . 

5. As per claims 11-12. 15 . the claims generally correspond to claims 1 , 4-5 and are 
rejected on the same bases. 

6. As per claims 21-23 . Watkins teaches the system further comprising an Internet 
connection, whereby the processor can be in communication with the Internet and an v 
ultra-thin client user can access the Internet [col. 9, lines 46-56]; 

the system being configured for use in a commercial office environment [col. 9, 
lines 49-53]; 

the processing center comprising a server [112, FIG. 1]. 

7. As per claim 29 . the claim generally corresponds to claim 1 and is rejected on the 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

8. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

9. This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 
the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of 
the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein 
were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation 
under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was 
not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 
consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) 
prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

10. Claims 13-14, 16, 27-28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Watkins. 

1 1 . As per claims 13-14. 16 . Watkins does not specifically teach an ultra-thin client 
being configured for use in a kitchen environment, an ultra-thin client being configured 
primarily to facilitate entertainment, or an ultra-thin client being configured primarily to 
facilitate gaming. 
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Since applicant discloses the ultra-thin clients being application and location 
specific with the ultra-thin clients being configured for use in a kitchen environment, or 
primarily to facilitate entertainment or gaming as examples [page 13, line 25-page 14, 
line 2], the specific locations and specific applications are not considered significant . It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made for an ultra-thin client to be configured for use in a kitchen environment in order to 
facilitate processing of kitchen-related applications in a kitchen environment, and for an 
ultra-thin client to be configured primarily to facilitate entertainment or gaming in order to 
facilitate processing of entertainment-related or game-related applications in an 
entertainment or gaming environment. 

12. As per claims 27-28 , Watkins teaches the concurrency device [see rejection of 
claim 1 above] and the wireless connection hardware including an antenna [116, FIG. 
1], but does not teach the concurrency device and some wireless connection hardware 
being combined on a single card connectable to the system bus with the antenna being 
attached to the single card. 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine the concurrency device and some wireless connection 
hardware on a single card, since it has been held that forming in one piece an article 
which has formerly been formed in two pieces and put together involves only routine 
skill in the art. Howard v. Detroit Stove Works, 150 U.S. 164 (1893). 

Furthermore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to attach the antenna to the single card in order to 
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enhance wireless transmissions and receptions with the single card, as it is known in 
the art to use an antenna to enhance wireless transmissions and receptions. 

13. Claims 7-9, 17-20, 24-26, 30-34 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Watkins in view of AAPA (Applicant Admitted Prior Art [page 1 , line 
18-page 3, line 19]. 

14. As per claim 7 , Watkins does not teach the system being configured to facilitate 
connection of a shared peripheral device. 

AAPA teaches shared peripherals devices being connected to the processing 
center and physically located at a central location rather than the thin client station 
[page 3, lines 8-1 1 ; page 2, lines 31 -32] in order to reduce cost and space [page 2, lines 
1 1-20], hence teaches facilitating connection of a shared peripheral device to the 
processing center in order to reduce cost and space. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made for the system to be configured to facilitate connection of a shared 
peripheral device to the processing center in order to reduce cost and space. 

1 5. As per claim 8 . AAPA further teaches shared resources such as the server (i.e. 
the processing center), printer and scanner (i.e. shared peripheral devices) being 
connected by wireless connection scheme to the network [page 2, lines 24-26; page 2, 
lines 16-17], hence teaches a powered peripheral node PPN (a wireless connection of a 
printer on a network would necessitate providing power to the printer locally) and a 
wireless connection between the PPN and the processing center (since it was known in 
the art at the time the invention was made for a peripheral device to be wirelessly 
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connected to a server in order to allow communication with the server without cluttering 
cables, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made for the peripheral device (the printer) to be wirelessly connected 
with the processing center (the server) in order to reduce cluttering), the PPN therefore 
facilitating connection of the peripheral device for shared use by users on the network 
system. 

16. As per claim 9 . AAPA teaches the system comprising a PPN wherein the PPN 
and shared peripheral device comprise a printer, power and data connections for the 
printer, and one additional peripheral device (e.g. a scanner) connected to the network 
[see rejection of claim 8 above]. AAPA does not teach the additional peripheral device 
sharing a power supply with the printer. 

Since it was known in the art at the time the invention was made for a plurality of 
peripheral devices in a network node to share a power supply to reduce cost, it would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made 
for the additional peripheral device to share the power supply with the printer in order to 
reduce cost. 

Further, it was known in the art at the time the invention was made for a scanner 
and a printer to be integrated because they share essential components in order save 
cost, hence the scanner (i.e. the additional peripheral device) sharing the power supply 
with the printer. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to integrate an additional peripheral device such as a scanner 
with the printer in order to reduce cost, hence the printer and scanner sharing the same 
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power supply. 

1 7. As per claims 17-20 . see the rejections of claims 7-9 above. 

18. As per claims 24-25 . see the rejections of claims 7-8 above. 

19. As per claim 26 . Watkins/AAPA teaches a shared peripheral device connected to 
the processing center by wireless data connection [see rejection of claim 8 above], but 
does not specifically teach the shared peripheral device being remote from the 
processing center. 

Since applicant discloses the location of a shared peripheral device adjacent one 
of the ultra-thin clients being an example of a location of a shared peripheral device 
[page 10, lines 6-8], applicant implicitly discloses the location of the shared peripheral 
device being application-specific and being remote from the processing center, hence 
the shared peripheral device being remote from the processing center not being 
considered significant . It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made for a shared peripheral device to be located adjacent a 
specific ultra-thin client in applications where the shared peripheral device is used by 
the specific ultra-thin client more frequently than the other ultra-thin clients of the 
network, hence the shared peripheral device being remote from the processing center. 

20. As per claim 30 . AAPA teaches enabling connection of a plurality of shared 
peripheral devices to the processor [page 3, lines 8-1 1], hence connection of the shared 
peripheral devices to the system bus, and in combination with Watkins teaches users of 
the ultra-thin clients being able to share the peripheral devices [see rejection of claim 7 
above]. 
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21 . As per claims 31-32 . Watkins/AAPA teaches a PPN and wireless data 
communication with a peripheral device [see rejection of claim 8 above], but does not 
teach configuring the PPN for connecting the peripheral device to the processing center 
through the PPN. Essentially, Watkins/AAPA does not teach the power supply function 
being integrated with the wireless communication function. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to integrate the power supply function and the wireless 
communication function within the printer, hence forming a PPN and configuring the 
PPN for connecting the peripheral device to the processing center through the PPN - 
since it has been held that forming in one piece an article which has formerly been 
formed in two pieces and put together involves only routine skill in the art. Howard v. 
Detroit Stove Works, 150 U.S. 164 (1893). 

22. As per claims 33-34 . Watkins/AAPA teaches a shared peripheral device • 
connected to the processing center by wireless data connection [see rejection of claim 8 
above], but does not specifically teach the shared peripheral device being remote from 
the processing center and the location of the shared peripheral device being adjacent to 
an ultra-thin client. 

Since applicant discloses the location of a shared peripheral device adjacent one 
of the ultra-thin clients being an example of a location of a shared peripheral device 
[page 10, lines 6-8], applicant implicitly discloses the location of the shared peripheral 
device being application-specific and being remote from the processing center, hence 
the shared peripheral device being remote from the processing center not being 
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considered significant . It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made for a shared peripheral device to be located adjacent a 
specific ultra-thin client, hence the shared peripheral device being remote from the 
processing center - in applications where the shared peripheral device is used by the 
specific ultra-thin client more frequently than the other ultra-thin clients of the network. 

Response to Arguments 

23. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-34 have been considered but are 
persuasive. 

24. Applicant essentially argued with respect to claims 1-6, 10-12, 15, 21-23, 29 that 
Watkins (US 6,631,418) does not teach the parabolic antenna enabling a two-way 
wireless communication from the ultra-thin client device. The argument is not 
persuasive because the parabolic antenna represents two-way wireless communication 
from the ultra-thin client device, as is evidenced by Watkins (US 6,009,470) - see the 
rejections of claim 1 above. 

Applicant also argued that even if the parabolic antenna is suggestive of wireless 
communication, the teachings of Watkins (US 6,331 ,418) at best suggests one-way 
data communication using satellite dish, and that a partly wired and partly wireless 
communication would fall outside the scope of claim 1, which requires "a wireless data 
connection between the concurrency device and the plurality of ultra-thin clients". The 
argument is not persuasive because "a wireless data connection between the 
concurrency device and the plurality of ultra-thin clients" does not require a two-way 
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wireless communication - therefore, does not preclude a partly wired and partly wireless 
communication. 

25. Applicant argued with respect to claims 13, 14, 16, that Watkins fails to teach the 
additional limitations of the claims, and fails to provide a suggestion or motivation to 
modify the teachings of Watkins, and that the examiner appeared to improperly relied 
on applicant's disclosure for the motivation to combine. 

The arguments are not persuasive because the examiner relied on applicant's 
disclosure to show that the limitations recited by the respective claims are not significant 
because applicant discloses the limitations as being application-specific and location- 
specific and because they were merely cited in the disclosure as examples - see the 
rejection of claims 13, 14, 16 above. 

Furthermore, the motivation for configuring an ultra-thin client for use in a kitchen 
environment is to facilitate processing of kitchen-related applications in a kitchen 
environment, and the motivation for configuring an ultra-thin client primarily to facilitate 
entertainment or gaming is to facilitate processing of entertainment-related or game- 
related applications in an entertainment or gaming environment - see the rejection of 
claims 13, 14, 16 above. 

26. Applicant argued with respect to claims 7-9, 17-20, 24-26 and 30-34, that the 
claims are allowable because they depend on respective allowable independent claims. 
The argument is not persuasive because the arguments with respect to the independent 
claims are not persuasive - see response to arguments with respect to claims 1-6, 10- 
12, 15,21-23, 29 above. 
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27. Applicant essentially argued with respect to claims 8, 9, 1 8-20, 31 , 32 that 
Watkins/AAPA does not describe a powered peripheral node (PPN). 

The argument is not persuasive because AAPA was relied upon to teach a 
wireless connection of a peripheral device (e.g. a printer) to a network, hence teaches a 
PPN because a wireless connection of the peripheral device (i.e. the printer) on the 
network would necessitate providing power to the peripheral device locally and because 
the peripheral device represents a node on the network - see rejection of claim 8 above. 

Furthermore, AAPA was relied upon to teach one additional peripheral device 
(e.g. a scanner) connected wirelessly to the network. AAPA was not relied upon to 
teach the additional peripheral device sharing a power supply with the printer. Instead 
well-known statements were used in conjunction with AAPA to teach an additional 
peripheral device (i.e. the scanner) sharing the power supplied by the peripheral device 
(i.e. the printer). Part of the rejection of claim 9 is repeated here to illustrate the 
examiner position. 

Since it was known in the art at the time the invention was made for a plurality of peripheral 
devices in a network node to share a power supply to reduce cost, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made for the additional peripheral device to share the 
power supply with the printer in order to reduce cost. 

Further, it was known in the art at the time the invention was made for a scanner and a printer to 
be integrated because they share essential components in order save cost, hence the scanner (i.e. the 
additional peripheral device) sharing the power supply with the printer. It would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to integrate an additional peripheral device 
such as a scanner with the printer in order to reduce cost, hence the printer and scanner sharing the 
same power supply. 
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Since the well-known statements were not traversed, they will be treated as prior 

art. 

28. Applicant argued with respect to claims 26, 33, 34, that Watkins fails to teach a 
shared peripheral device being remote from the processing center, and fails to provide a 
suggestion or motivation to modify the teachings of Watkins, and that the examiner 
appeared to improperly relied on applicant's disclosure for the motivation to combine. 

The arguments are not persuasive because the examiner relied on applicant's 
disclosure to show that the limitations recited by the respective claims are not significant 
because applicant discloses the limitations as being application-specific and location- 
specific and because they were merely cited in the disclosure as examples - see the 
rejection of claims 26, 33, 34 above. 

Furthermore, the motivation for locating a shared peripheral device adjacent a 
specific ultra-thin client is to allow the shared peripheral device to be used by the 
specific ultra-thin client more frequently than the other ultra-thin clients of the network in 
applications where the specific ultra-thin client requires more frequent use of the shared 
peripheral device than the other ultra-thin clients of the network. The shared peripheral 
device is remote from the processing center because the specific ultra-thin client is 
remote from the processing center and because the specific ultra-thin client is adjacent 
to the shared peripheral device - see the rejections of claims 26, 33, 34 above. 
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Conclusion 

29. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

30. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Tanh Q. Nguyen whose telephone number is 571-272- 
4154. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 9:30AM-7:00PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Kim Huynh can be reached on 571-272-4147. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
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you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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